
Demand-Aware Network Design with Steiner Nodes
and a Connection to Virtual Network Embedding

Aleksander Figiel1, Janne H. Korhonen1, Neil Olver2, and Stefan Schmid1

1TU Berlin, Germany
2London School of Economics and Political Science, United Kingdom

Abstract

Emerging optical and virtualization technologies enable the design of more flexible and
demand-aware networked systems, in which resources can be optimized toward the actual
workload they serve. For example, in a demand-aware datacenter network, frequently
communicating nodes (e.g., two virtual machines or a pair of racks in a datacenter) can be
placed topologically closer, reducing communication costs and hence improving the overall
network performance.

This paper revisits the bounded-degree network design problem underlying such demand-
aware networks. Namely, given a distribution over communicating server pairs, we want to
design a network with bounded maximum degree that minimizes expected communication
distance. In addition to this known problem, we introduce and study a variant where we
allow Steiner nodes (i.e., additional routers) to be added to augment the network.

We improve the understanding of this problem domain in several ways. First, we shed
light on the complexity and hardness of the aforementioned problems, and study a connection
between them and the virtual networking embedding problem. We then provide a constant-
factor approximation algorithm for the Steiner node version of the problem, and use it to
improve over prior state-of-the-art algorithms for the original version of the problem with
sparse communication distributions. Finally, we investigate various heuristic approaches to
bounded-degree network design problem, in particular providing a reliable heuristic algorithm
with good experimental performance.

We report on an extensive empirical evaluation, using several real-world traffic traces
from datacenters, and find that our approach results in improved demand-aware network
designs.

1 Introduction

With the popularity of datacentric applications and artificial intelligence, the traffic in datacenters
is growing explosively. Accordingly, over the last years, significant research efforts have been
made to render datacenter networks and other distributed computing infrastructure more efficient
and flexible [25].

An intriguing approach to improve performance in networked and distributed systems, is to
make them more demand-aware. In particular, emerging optical communication technologies
allow to dynamically change the topology interconnecting the datacenter racks, according to
the workload they currently serve [18, 31]. But also virtualization technologies enable demand-
awareness, e.g., by allowing to flexibly embed a workload (e.g., processes or virtual machines) on
a given infrastructure [23].

This project has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s
Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (Grant agreement No. 864228 “AdjustNet”).
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Such demand-awareness is attractive as empirical studies (e.g., from Google [31], Microsoft [9],
Facebook [14]) show that communication traffic features significant spatial locality, which
can be exploited for optimization [6]. For example, in a demand-aware network, frequently
communicating nodes (e.g., a pair of racks in a datacenter) can be placed topologically closer,
reducing communication costs and hence improving the overall performance. However, the
underlying algorithmic problem of such demand-aware networks is still not well understood today.

This paper revisits the design of efficient demand-aware networks, and in particular the
bounded-degree network topology design problem [7]: given a traffic matrix describing the
communication demand between pairs of nodes, find a network topology (i.e., a graph) which
“serves this traffic well.” In particular and informally, the network interconnecting the nodes should
be demand-aware in the sense that it provides short paths between frequently communicating
node pairs, minimizing the number of hops travelled per bit. The degree bound is motivated
by practical constraints and scalability requirements: reconfigurable switches typically have a
limited number of ports (or lasers/mirrors) [21].

Before we present our results in more detail, let us introduce our model more formally.

Bounded network design. Formally, in the bounded-degree demand-aware network design
problem (or bounded network design problem for short), we are given a degree bound ∆, a node
set V = {1, 2, . . . , n} and a probability distribution p :

(
V
2

)
→ [0, 1] over possible edges over set

V . The task is to find a graph G = (V,E) with maximum degree ∆ minimizing the expected path
length ∑

{u,v}∈(V2)

p({u, v})dG(u, v) , (1)

where dG(u, v) denotes the distance between u and v in G. We interpret the edges e ∈
(
V
2

)
with

non-zero probability p(e) as forming a graph D = (V,ED) that we will refer to as a demand
graph or guest graph. We call the edges of the demand graph demand edges. The graph obtained
as a solution is called the host graph.

We note that compared to the original formulation of the problem given by Avin et al. [3, 7],
we define the demand distribution over undirected edges instead of directed edges. However,
one may easily observe that the two formulations are equivalent: adding the demands on two
opposite directed edges to a single undirected edge or splitting the demand of an undirected
edge into equal demands on the two corresponding directed edges results in the same objective
function.

The state-of-the-art bounded network design solutions [3, 7] come with the drawback that a
constant approximation is only achieved for sparse demand graphs and that the solutions can
violate the degree bound ∆ to some extent. The complexity of the general problem and the
achievable expected path length are still not well understood.

Bounded network design with Steiner nodes. In this work, we introduce and study a
generalization of the bounded network design problem, in a resource augmentation model where
we are allowed to use Steiner nodes in addition to the nodes of the guest graph. The problem
may be of independent interest, but it also turns out to be particularly useful to overcome some
of the limitations of existing approaches to the original bounded network design problem. Our
generalization introduces both an algorithmic and an analytical tool, which will allow us to
obtain improved results also for the original model. Formally, in the bounded network design
problem with Steiner nodes, we are given a degree bound ∆, a node set V = {1, 2, . . . , n} and a
probability distribution p :

(
V
2

)
→ [0, 1] over possible edges over set V as before. The task is to

find a graph G = (V ∪ U,E) with maximum degree ∆, where U is an arbitrary set disjoint from
V , minimizing the expected path length (1). We refer to nodes in U as Steiner nodes. For sanity,
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one may observe that there is always an optimal solution with polynomial number of Steiner
nodes (see Lemma 10).

We show that this variant is NP-hard and can be approximated within factor 2 + o(1) in
polynomial time. The approximation algorithm will further be useful in designing various heuristic
algorithms for the standard version of bounded network design, as we discuss below.

Our contributions. We revisit the design of demand-aware networks from an optimization
perspective. We first establish an intriguing connection between the problem of designing demand-
aware network topologies and the virtual network embedding problem, where the guest graph can
be placed on a given (demand-oblivious) network in a demand-aware manner. In particular, we
show that the latter does not provide good approximations for the topology design problem: given
any bounded-degree network (e.g., an expander graph) chosen in a demand-oblivious manner,
there exist demands for which the optimal embedding into this network costs an Ω(log log n)
factor more than the optimal demand-aware embedding, for networks of size n

We then aim to overcome the limitations of existing bounded-degree demand-aware network
topologies design approaches, and introduce the bounded network design with Steiner nodes
problem. We present a constant factor approximation algorithm for this problem, and show how
it can be used in the context of the original bounded network design problem as well as to design
heuristics which overcome the limitations of the state of the art. We further rigorously prove
both problems with and without Steiner nodes are NP-hard.

We further report on an extensive empirical evaluation, using several real-world traffic traces
from datacenters. We find that our approach is attractive in these scenarios as well, when
compared to the state of the art, both in terms of the achieved expected path length and the
degree bound.

Related work. Demand-aware networks are motivated by their applications in datacenters,
where reconfigurable optical communication technologies recently introduced unprecedented
flexibilities [1, 13, 18, 19, 22, 35–37]. Demand-aware networks have also been studied in the
context of virtualized infrastructures, and especially the virtual network embedding problem has
been subject to intensive research over the last decade [11, 15, 23, 32, 32].

The bounded-degree demand-aware network design problem was introduced by Avin et al. at
DISC 2017 [3, 7]. The authors show that the problem is related to demand-aware data structures,
such as biased binary search trees [34], and provide a constant-approximation algorithm for
sparse demands in a constant degree-augmentation model. That paper builds upon ideas from
SplayNets [33] and there already exists much follow-up work, e.g., on designs accounting for
robustness [4], congestion [8], or scenarios where the demand-aware network is built upon a
demand-oblivious network [2], among many other [20]. In this paper, we improve upon the bounds
of [3, 7], even in a more general model. We are also not aware on any algorithm engineering
approaches to render these algorithms more efficient in practice.

Organization. The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. After introducing prelimi-
naries in Section 2, we present hardness results and lower bounds in Section 3. Our approximation
approach with Steiner nodes is presented in Section 4. In Section 5 we discuss applications of the
Steiner node approach for the original bounded network design problem without Steiner nodes.
We report on our empirical results from experiments on datacenter traffic traces in Section 6 and
conclude in Section 7.
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2 Preliminaries

Basic notation. Let V be a node set and p :
(
V
2

)
→ [0, 1] a probability distribution given as

input for the bounded network design problem. For nodes v, u ∈ V , we define

p(v) =
∑
u∈V

p({v, u}) , pv(u) = p({v, u})/p(v) .

Entropy. Let X be a random variable with a finite domain X . Recall that the entropy and
the base-d entropy of X, respectively, are

H(X) = −
∑
x∈X

Pr(X = x) log2 Pr(X = x) and Hd(X) = −
∑
x∈X

Pr(X = x) logd Pr(X = x) .

For any d, we have Hd(X) = H(X)/ log2 d. When X is distributed according to p : X → [0, 1],
we abuse the notation by writing H(p) for the entropy of X.

For random variables X and Y with finite domains X and Y, respectively, the (base-d)
entropy of Y conditioned on X is

Hd(Y | X) = −
∑
x∈X

∑
y∈Y

Pr
(
(X,Y ) = (x, y)

)
logd Pr(Y = y | X = x) .

Entropy bound on trees. Consider a setting where we have a root node r, a set of nodes V ,
and demands between the root and nodes in V given by a probability distribution p : V → [0, 1],
i.e., demand between r and v ∈ V is p(v). Suppose we want a tree rooted at r and including
all nodes of V such that the expected path length between r and V , i.e.,

∑
v∈V p(v)dT (r, v) is

minimized. It is known that this is closely related to the entropy H(p).

Lemma 1 ([7, 28]). Let {r}∪V be a set of nodes and let p : V → [0, 1] be a probability distribution.
Then for any d-ary tree with root r and node set including {r} ∪ V , it holds that∑

v∈V
p(v)dT (r, v) ≥ Hd+1(p)− 1 .

Note that the above lemma covers cases where nodes in V can appear as either internal nodes
or as leaves. If nodes in V are required to appear as leaves only, then this question is equivalent
to asking for optimal prefix codes.

Lemma 2 (Huffman coding, e.g. [12, 29]). Let {r} ∪ V be a set of nodes with |V | = n and let
p : V → [0, 1] be a probability distribution. The d-ary tree T with root r with leaf set exactly V
minimizing the expected path length

∑
v∈V p(v)dT (r, v) can be computed in time O(n log n) and

satisfies
Hd(p) ≤

∑
v∈V

p(v)dT (r, v) ≤ Hd(p) + 1 .

Entropy bound on graphs. For the bounded network design problem, both with and without
Steiner nodes, we use the following result to lower bound the cost of an optimal solution.

Theorem 3 ([7]). Assume we have a degree bound ∆, a node set V = {1, 2, . . . , n} and a
probability distribution p :

(
V
2

)
→ [0, 1] over possible edges over set V . Then for any graph

G = (V ∪ U,E) with maximum degree ∆, the expected path length between nodes of V satisfies∑
u,v∈V

p({u, v})dG(u, v) ≥
1

2

∑
v∈V

p(v)H∆+1(pv)− 1 .

4



Note that while there appears to be a factor 1
2 in the above inequality that is not present in

the original formulation of Avin et al. [7]; this is simply due to the fact that we define the demand
distribution over undirected edges rather than directed edges. To see how this arises, consider a
distribution over directed edges where each edge (u, v) ∈ V × V has probability 1

2p({u, v}).
The quantity

1

2

∑
v∈V

p(v)H∆+1(pv)

can be interpreted as a conditional entropy as follows. Let X and Y be random variables over V
defined by picking X to be node v ∈ V with probability 1

2p(v), and then picking Y to be a node
u ∈ V with probability pv(u). By direct calculation one can see that Pr({X,Y } = {u, v}) =
p({u, v}). Moreover, the entropy of Y conditioned on X is

Hd(Y | X) =
1

2

∑
v∈V

p(v)Hd(pv) .

3 Hardness and lower bounds

3.1 NP-completeness

Consider the bounded network problem with integer weights in its decision form: is there a
solution with expected path length at most some given value K? We show hardness for both the
versions with and without Steiner nodes.

Theorem 4. Bounded network design and bounded network design with Steiner nodes are
NP-complete for any fixed ∆ ≥ 2.

We describe all the details in Appendix A. Here, we briefly comment on some main ideas.
A first detail is that we verify that the version with Steiner nodes is in fact in NP; the subtlety

here is that we need to show that a polynomial number of Steiner nodes suffices for an optimal
solution.

For ∆ = 2, Steiner nodes are clearly not helpful, and so both variants are the same. NP-
completeness follows easily from a variant of the minimum linear arrangement problem, namely
undirected circular arrangement. Here, the goal is to embed the nodes of a graph onto the discrete
circle, with minimum average stretch. If the demand graph is connected, this is identical to the
bounded network problem; handling demand graphs with multiple components requires some
minor technical work.

For ∆ > 3, we have to work harder. We give a reduction from vertex cover on 3-regular
graphs. There are two main tricks we utilize in this proof. First is the observation that when we
construct instances for either variant of the bounded network problem, we can force any optimal
host graph to have any specific edge {u, v} we desire, by giving this pair a very large demand
p({u, v}) = W . For W large enough compared to other demands, any optimal host graph will
necessarily include all of these large-demand edges.

The second trick is that we can essentially allow for each node v to be given its own degree
bound ∆v ≤ ∆. This is very useful in the construction of various gadgets used for the reduction.
To achieve this, we describe “degree blocking gadgets”: a graph with all nodes having degree ∆,
except for one node of degree ∆− 1. (This requires ∆ to be odd, since no such gadget exists for
even ∆ for parity reasons; we have an additional reduction from even ∆ to odd ∆.) By attaching
such a gadget with forced edges (as per the above) to some node v, we reduce its degree available
for other uses by 1.

Given an instance of vertex cover on a graph G = (V,E) and a bound k on the size of a
vertex cover, an instance is constructed with the following properties. Aside from forced edges,
the demands are all unit, between a root node r and vertices te, one for each edge e ∈ E. With
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the aid of forced edges and reduced degree bounds, the instance is constructed so that every
path from r to te can be shorter than some minimum K; indeed these paths consist of K − 1
forced edges, and can only be of length K if certain specific edges are included in the host graph.
Further, the only way to have all these paths having length precisely K is through a solution to
the vertex cover problem of size at most k. Steiner nodes are not useful for obtaining a solution
with expected path length K, so this hardness reduction applies to both variants of the model.

3.2 A lower bound for a universal host graph

We now return to the question of approximation algorithms for bounded network design without
Steiner nodes. One possible approach one might consider is choosing a “universal” host graph of
maximum degree ∆, e.g., a ∆-regular expander, and the solving the problem by embedding the
demands into this universal host graph. We show in this section that this approach cannot yield
a constant-factor approximation algorithm.

We will restrict our attention to uniform demand functions, and will henceforth simply refer
to demand graphs with the implicit understanding that the demand function is uniform. The
precise question we now want to ask is whether there exists a host graph G such that the following
holds: given a demand graph D with n vertices, which has an optimal embedding into a host
graph G∗(D) (with maximum degree ∆) of expected path length ℓ∗(D), we have an embedding
into G of expected path length O(ℓ∗(D)).

Theorem 5. Let ∆ ≥ 2. For any host graph G = (V,E) of size n and maximum degree ∆, there
exists some demand graph D with maximum degree ∆ for which the optimal embedding of D into
G has expected path length Ω(log log n), where constants depending on ∆ are hidden in the Ω.

Note that such a demand graph D trivially has an embedding into a graph of maximum
degree ∆ and with expected path length 1; simply use D itself.

Proof. We consider ∆ ≥ 3; the claim is obvious for ∆ = 2, as the only connected host graphs are
the n-path and the n-cycle, and a demand graph consisting of two cycles of length n/2 does not
have a good embedding into either.

Let G∆ be the collection of ∆-regular graphs on V . We assume from hereon that ∆n is
even, since otherwise G∆ is empty. Standard results allow us to bound |G∆|. Asymptotically, the
number of ∆-regular graphs (ignoring constants depending on ∆) is (see [10])

Θ

(
(∆n)!

(∆n/2)! 2∆n/2(∆!)n

)
.

This gives us the lower bound

|G∆| = Ω((∆n/4)∆n/2 ·∆−∆n) = Ω(2∆n(log(∆n)−2)/2−∆log∆·n).

Suppose that for every graph D on V with maximum degree ∆, there is some embedding (that
is, a permutation) πD that embeds D into G with average stretch at most ℓ := log log n/(200 log∆).
Let Gπ := {D ∈ G∆ : πD = π}, for any permutation π of V . There must be some permutation σ
for which

|Gσ| ≥ |G∆|/n! = Ω(2∆n logn/2−∆(1+log∆)n−n logn).

As long as ∆ ≥ 3, this is at least Ω(2∆n logn/4).
We will restrict our attention to Gσ going forward. Without loss of generality, we can assume

σ is the identity.
Let Ĝ = (V, Ê) be the graph where {u, v} ∈ Ê whenever the shortest path distance between

u and v in G at most 100ℓ.

Lemma 6. Ĝ has fewer than 2100 log∆·ℓ · n edges.
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Proof. For each v ∈ V , just from the degree bound for G we deduce that there are less than
∆100ℓ nodes within distance 100ℓ of v.

From our choice of ℓ, this means that Ĝ has at most n
√
log n edges.

We consider every possible subgraph G′ of Ĝ. For each such G′, let

Γ(G′) := {D ∈ Gσ : E(D) ∩ Ê = E(G′)}.

Since there are at most 2n
√
logn subgraphs of Ĝ, it follows that there exists some subgraph G∗ of

Ĝ for which
|Γ(G∗)| ≥ |Gσ|/2n

√
logn = Ω(2∆n logn/4−n

√
logn). (2)

For each D ∈ Γ(G∗), given that the average stretch of D is at most ℓ, we have by Markov’s
inequality that at most 1/100 fraction of the edges of D have stretch more than 100ℓ. That is,
|E(D) \ Ê| ≤ |E(D)|/100 ≤ ∆n/200. This means we can describe D in an efficient way: its edge
set consists of E(G∗), along with at most ∆n/200 other edges.

Considering that we can describe every D ∈ Γ(G∗) in such a way, we deduce that |Γ(G∗)| is
at most the number of ways of choosing a subset of at most ∆n/200 edges from the collection of(
n
2

)
pairs. Hence

|Γ(G∗)| ≤
(
n
2

)∆n/200 ≤ n∆n/100 = 2∆n logn/100.

This contradicts (2).

4 Approximation with Steiner Nodes

In this section, we give a constant-factor approximation algorithm for the bounded network
design with Steiner nodes. Let ∆ be the degree bound, V = {1, 2, . . . , n} the set of nodes and
p :

(
V
2

)
→ [0, 1] the probability distribution given as input. Let m denote the number of demand

edges.

Approximation algorithm. We now present the approximation algorithm itself. The algo-
rithm constructs the host graph in two simple steps: first, for each node v ∈ V separately, we
construct a Huffman tree for the distribution pv, i.e., the conditional distribution of the other
endpoint given that v is included in the demand edge. Second, we connect these trees together
to obtain the final host graph.

In more detail, the algorithm constructs the host graph G as follows:

(1) For each node v ∈ V , let Tv be the (∆− 1)-ary Huffman tree for probability distribution
pv, ignoring any probabilities of 0. Denote the leaf node corresponding to probability
pv(u) as tv,u, and let dTv(v, tv,u) be the distance from v to tv,u in Tv.
In the special case that pv(u) = 1 for some u ∈ V , we take Tv to be a tree with a root
and a single leaf instead of the trivial tree.

(2) For each pair {u, v} ⊆ V with p({u, v}) ̸= 0, we add an edge between the parent of tv,u
in Tv and the parent of tu,v in Tu, and remove the nodes tv,u and tu,v.

See Figure 1 for illustration.

Time complexity. To analyze the time complexity of the approximation algorithm, we first
observe that constructing the Huffman tree in Step (1) for node v takes O(dv log dv) time, where
dv = degD(v) is the degree of v in the demand graph. We have∑

v∈V
dv log2 dv ≤ log2m

∑
v∈V

dv = 2m log2m,

and thus constructing Huffman trees for all nodes takes O(m log n) time in total. Step (2) can
clearly also be implemented in O(m log n) time, so the total time complexity is O(m log n).
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u v
u v u v(1) (2)

tu,v tv,u

Figure 1: Approximation algorithm for bounded network design with Steiner nodes. In Step (1),
a Huffman tree is constructed for all nodes; the leaf nodes marked by squares are not included in
the final host graph. In Step (2), the corresponding leaf nodes are deleted and replaced by an
edge.

Cost of solution. Consider a graph G as constructed above. By construction, we have

dG(u, v) = dTv(v, tv,u) + dTu(u, tu,v)− 1

for all u, v ∈ V . Thus, the expected path length between nodes in V in G is∑
{u,v}∈(V2)

p({u, v})
(
dTv(v, tv,u) + dTu(u, tu,v)− 1

)
=

∑
v∈V

∑
u∈V \{v}

p({u, v})dTv(v, tv,u)−
∑

{u,v}∈(V2)

p({u, v}) (Rearrange)

=
∑
v∈V

p(v)
∑
u∈V

pv(u)dTv(v, tv,u)− 1 (p({u, v}) = p(v)pv(u))

≤
∑
v∈V

p(v)
(
H∆−1(pv) + 1

)
− 1 (Lemma 2)

=
∑
v∈V

p(v)H∆−1(pv) +
∑
v∈V

p(v)− 1

=
∑
v∈V

p(v)H∆−1(pv) + 1 . (
∑
v∈V

p(v) = 2)

:= C .

By Theorem 3, the expected path length C∗ of an optimal solution is 1
2

∑
v∈V p(v)H∆+1(pv)−1

or greater. Comparing this to the expected path length upper bound C on G, we have

C =
∑
v∈V

p(v)H∆−1(pv) + 1

=
2 log2(∆ + 1)

log2(∆− 1)

(1
2

∑
v∈V

p(v)H∆+1(pv)− 1
)
+ 1 +

2 log2(∆ + 1)

log2(∆− 1)

≤ 2 log2(∆ + 1)

log2(∆− 1)
C∗ + 1 +

2 log2(∆ + 1)

log2(∆− 1)
.

Thus, the approximation factor of the algorithm is 2 log2(∆+1)
log2(∆−1) + o(1). Note that 2 log2(∆+1)

log2(∆−1) is at
most 4 for all ∆ ≥ 3, and at most 3 for all ∆ ≥ 4.

Number of nodes. Let n = |V | and let m be the number of non-zero entries in p. We now
want to analyze the total number of nodes in V ∪U in the graph G given by the above algorithm.

Fact 7 (e.g. [24]). Given a d-ary Huffman tree T , the leaves can be rearranged so that all internal
nodes of T have exactly d children, with the exception of one internal node located at the maximum
distance from the root. This node has at least 2 children.

8



Fact 8. A full d-ary tree with ℓ leaves has ℓ−1
d−1 internal nodes.

Now consider the Huffman tree Tv constructed in Step (1) of the algorithm. Let d = ∆− 1
be the arity of the Huffman trees. Denoting the outdegree of v in p by deg(v), and assuming
deg(v) ≥ 2, we have that Tv has deg(v) leaves. By Fact 7, we can turn Tv into a full d-ary tree
by adding at most d− 2 leaves, which has ℓ ≤ deg(v) + d− 2 leaves. By Fact 8 it has at most

ℓ− 1

d− 1
≤ deg(v)− 1 + d− 2

d− 1
=

deg(v)− 2

d− 1
+

d− 1

d− 1
=

deg(v)− 2

d− 1
+ 1

internal nodes; this is also an upper bound for the number of internal nodes in Tv.
In the special case deg(v) = 1, the above bound does not hold. However, we can use a slightly

looser bound of deg(v)−1
d−1 + 1 to cover all cases.

Since the leaf nodes of the Huffman trees Tv are deleted in Step 2 of the algorithm, the total
number of nodes in G is the total number of internal nodes in these trees – note that the roots
of the trees Tv correspond to the original nodes in V . Thus, the number of nodes in G is at most∑

v∈V

(deg(v)− 1

d− 1
+ 1

)
=

(
1− 1

d− 1

)
n+

∑
v∈V

deg(v)

d− 1
≤

(
1− 1

d− 1

)
n+

2

d− 1
m. (3)

If there are no nodes with deg(v) = 1, then the above bound improves to
(
1− 2

d−1

)
n+ 2

d−1m.

5 Applications

This section discusses applications of our approach. First, we will use it to derive improved
approximation bounds for the original demand-aware network design problem which results in
a constant factor approximation for the case where the maximum degree is close the average
degree of the demand graph. Second, we show how it can be used to obtain efficient heuristics.

5.1 Improved approximation algorithm for demand balancing

In this section, we use the ideas from our approximation algorithm for bounded network design
with Steiner nodes to design a demand balancing algorithm in the spirit of the results of Avin et
al. [7]. That is, we consider a demand graph with average degree ∆avg, but with possibly some
nodes with very high degree, and we want to design a host graph without Steiner nodes that has
maximum degree close to ∆avg.

Here, we give an improved version of Theorem 4 of [7], showing how to construct a host graph
with maximum degree 4∆avg + 1 and better expected path length guarantees. Specifically, we
improve the maximum degree guarantee from 12∆avg to 4∆avg + 1 and the expected path length
guarantee by a factor of log2(2∆avg), which results in a constant factor approximation.

5.1.1 Algorithm

For technical convenience, we assume ∆avg is an integer and n is divisible by 2. We say that a
node v is a high-degree node if its degree deg(v) in the demand graph satisfies deg(v) > 2∆avg,
and otherwise we say it is a low-degree node. By Markov’s inequality, the number of high-degree
nodes is at most n/2.

For each node v, we say that the up to 2∆avg demand graph edges {u, v} for which pv(u) are
highest are the high-demand edges for v, and the rest of the edges are low-demand edges for v.
Note that only heavy nodes have low-demand edges.

We now construct the host graph G = (V,E) in two steps as follows.

9



Step 1: Low-demand trees. For a heavy node v, let Lv and Hv be the set of neighbours u
of v in the demand graph such that {u, v} is low-demand and high-demand, respectively. Define
a distribution qv on Lv by selecting an arbitrary node s ∈ Lv and setting

qv(u) =

{
pv(u) +

∑
w∈Hv

pv(w) if u = s, and
pv(u) otherwise.

As in Section 4, we construct a 2∆avg-ary Huffman tree for terminal set Lv wrt. the prob-
abilities qv(u). As before, denote the leaf node corresponding to probability u as tv,u, and
let dTv(v, tv,u) be the distance from v to tv,u in Tv.

We repeat the construction for all heavy nodes, and map the internal nodes of the trees
injectively to nodes of V so that root of the tree for v is v. We then add all edges of the tree to
the routing graph G. This is always possible, since by applying (3) with N = n/2, M = ∆avgn/2,
and d = 2∆avg, we have that there are at most(

1− 1

2∆avg − 1

)n
2
+

2

2∆avg − 1

∆avgn

2
=

(
1 +

2∆avg − 1

2∆avg − 1

)n
2
≤ n

internal nodes, including the roots, in the constructed trees.

Step 2: Connecting edges. Now consider edge {u, v} in the demand graph. There are three
cases to consider:

(1) Edge {u, v} is high-demand for both u and v. In this case, we add edge {u, v} to G.

(2) Edge {u, v} is low-demand for both u and v. In this case, we add an edge from the parent
node of tv,u to the parent node of tu,v to G.

(3) Otherwise, without loss of generality, edge {u, v} is high-demand for u and low-demand
for v. In this case, we add an edge from u to the parent of tv,u to G.

5.1.2 Analysis

Time complexity. By the same argument as in Section 4, we can see that computing the
high-demand edges and building the Huffman trees for low-demand edges can be done in time
O(m log n) in total. All other steps of the algorithm can be implemented with at most O(m log n)
time.

Maximum degree. Low-demand trees constructed in Step 1 have arity 2∆avg, and thus
contribute at most 2∆avg + 1 to the degree of each node. This includes edges added for low-
demand edges. Moreover, each node has at most 2∆avg edges added for handling high-demand
edges, for a total of 4∆avg + 1.

Expected path length. First, let us recall the grouping rule for entropy.

Lemma 9. Let p : {1, 2, . . . ,m} be a distribution, and let q : {1, 2, . . . ,m− 1} be a distribution
defined by q(i) = p(i) for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m− 1, and q(m− 1) = p(m− 1) + p(m). Then

Hd(p) = Hd(q) + (p(m− 1) + p(m))Hd

( p(m− 1)

p(m− 1) + p(m)
,

p(m)

p(m− 1) + p(m)

)
.

It follows immediately from Lemma 9 that for a heavy node v we have Hd(qv) ≤ Hd(pv) for
any d ≥ 2.

Now consider a non-zero demand {u, v}. There are four cases to consider for the distance
between u and v in G:

10



(1) u ∈ Hv and v ∈ Hu: distance is dG(u, v) = 1.

(2) u ∈ Hv and v ∈ Lu: distance is dG(u, v) = dTu(u, tu,v).

(3) u ∈ Lv and v ∈ Hu: distance is dG(u, v) = dTv(v, tv,u).

(4) u ∈ Lv and v ∈ Lu: distance is dG(u, v) = dTv(v, tv,u) + dTu(u, tu,v)− 1.

Let D be the set of demand edges, i.e., edges with non-zero demand. For a predicate P ,
denote by [P ] a function that is [P ] = 1 if predicate P is true, and [P ] = 0 otherwise. The
expected path length in G is now∑

{u,v}∈D

p({u, v})
(
[u ∈ Hv][v ∈ Hu]+[u ∈ Hv][v ∈ Lu]dTu(u, tu,v)+[u ∈ Lv][v ∈ Hu]dTv(v, tv,u)

+ [u ∈ Lv][v ∈ Lu](dTv(v, tv,u) + dTu(u, tu,v)− 1)
)
.

By re-grouping terms, this is equal to

∑
{u,v}∈D

p({u, v})
(
dTv(v, tv,u)

(
[u ∈ Hv][v ∈ Lu] + [u ∈ Lv][v ∈ Hu]

)
+ dTu(u, tu,v)

(
[u ∈ Hv][v ∈ Lu] + [u ∈ Lv][v ∈ Lu]

)
+ [u ∈ Hv][v ∈ Hu][u ∈ Lv][v ∈ Lu]

)
.

By omitting the last negative term, and rearranging further, this is at most∑
u∈V

∑
v∈Lu∪Hu

p({u, v})
(
dTu(u, tu,v)

(
[u ∈ Hv][v ∈ Lu] + [u ∈ Lv][v ∈ Lu]

)
+ [u ∈ Hv][v ∈ Hu]

)
≤

∑
u∈V

(∑
v∈Lu

p({u, v})dTu(u, tu,v) +
∑
v∈Hu

p({u, v})
)

≤
∑
u∈V

p(u)
(∑
v∈Lu

pu(v)dTu(u, tu,v) +
∑
v∈Hu

pu(v)
)
.

For fixed u ∈ V , we have∑
v∈Lu

pu(v)dTu(u, tu,v) +
∑
v∈Hu

pu(v) ≤
∑
v∈Lu

pu(v)dTu(u, tu,v) +
∑
v∈Hu

pu(v)dTu(u, tu,s)

=
∑

v∈Lu\{s}

pu(v)dTu(u, tu,v) +
(
pu(s) +

∑
v∈Hu

pu(v)
)
dTu(u, tu,s)

=
∑
v∈Lu

qu(v)dTu(u, tu,v)

≤ H2∆avg(qu) + 1 ≤ H2∆avg(pu) + 1 .

Thus, the expected path length in G is at most∑
u∈V

p(u)H2∆avg(pu) + 1 .

In comparison, by Theorem 3 the expected path length for degree-(4∆avg + 1) host graphs is
at least 1

2

∑
u∈V p(u)H4∆avg+2(pu), meaning that G is a constant-factor approximation for the

optimal degree-(4∆avg + 1) host graph.
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5.2 Optimized threshold for demand balancing

From the demand balancing algorithm in Section 5 we notice that there is one crucial value that
appears multiple times. This value is 2∆avg which defines the threshold for high- and low-degree
vertices, high and low-demand edges, and the arity of the Huffman trees.

In the following we instead define a new threshold value t ∈ N, t ≥ 2 and adapt the demand
balancing algorithm to it. Crucially, for low thresholds t the algorithm may fail.

A node is called high-degree if deg(v) > t, otherwise it is low-degree. The first up to t highest
weight edges incident to a vertex v are called high-demand edges for v, and the remaining are are
low-demand edges for v.

We now execute Steps 1 and 2 of the demand balancing algorithm using these adapted
definitions, and using t-ary Huffman trees in Step 1. Observe that if t is chosen too small then
the number of internal nodes in the Huffman trees will be larger than the number of low degree
vertices and the algorithm will fail to construct a mapping.

Depending on t the computed host graph will have a different maximum degree and expected
path length. Specifically, the maximum degree is at most 2t+ 1 and the expected path length is
at most

∑
u∈V p(u)Ht(pu) + 1. Assuming t < 2∆avg then compared to the demand balancing

algorithm this gives a lower maximum degree, but at the cost of a worse expected path length
guarantee. However, the expected path length upper bound is only worse by a factor of
logt(2∆avg).

From Section 5 we know that for t = 2∆avg the adapted algorithm is simply the demand
balancing algorithm and can not fail. We will call the optimized threshold balancing algorithm
the output of the modified demand balancing algorithm with the smallest possible threshold
value t. This value can be efficiently computed using binary search.

5.3 Fixed-degree heuristic

The main challenge of our methods, as well as the prior work, is that we do not have approximation
algorithms for bounded network design that strictly respect a given arbitrary degree bound,
without using additional resources such as Steiner nodes. However, in practice we expect that
parameters such as the degree bound and number of Steiner nodes are limited by the physical
properties of the network infrastructure, so solutions respecting these limitations would be
requiring.

In this section, we give a non-trivial heuristic algorithm for constructing a degree-∆ host
graph for a given demand graph. We discuss its experimental performance in terms of expected
path length in Section 6.

Algorithm overview. We first give a high-level overview of the main ideas of the algorithm,
and defer some specific implementation detail choices to later in this section.

Let ∆ ≥ 6 be the maximum degree desired, and choose parameters d1, d2 ≥ 3 such that
d1 + d2 = ∆. Note that this choice can be made in multiple ways; we discuss the best practical
solution later on.

The algorithm first splits the edge set of the demand graph into heavy edges and light edges.
For the heavy edges, we construct a near-optimal solution of degree d1, while for the light edges
we use a trivial solution of degree d2. In more detail:

(1) The heavy edges are selected from the highest-demand edges so that we can apply the
approximation algorithm for bounded network design with Steiner nodes with degree
bound d1 to the graph induced by these edges using at most n total nodes.

(2) The remaining edges are light edges. To cover the light edges, we use an arbitrary
connected graph of maximum degree-d2 to ensure that all pairs of nodes are connected
by the host graph.

12



We then overlay the solutions to both instances on top of the original node set. In particular,
the resulting host graph will have degree d1 + d2 = ∆ by construction.

Heavy edges. Consider a subset of demand graph edges Ê, and the induced subgraph
G[Ê] = (V̂ , Ê), where V̂ = V ∩

⋃
e∈Ê e. We can define a new bounded network design instance

on V̂ by setting

p̂({u, v}) = p({u, v})∑
u,v∈V̂ p({u, v})

.

Define p̂(v) and p̂v(u) analogously to p(v) and pv(u), respectively. Note that we have

p̂({u, v}) ≥ p({u, v}) , p̂v(u) ≥ pv(u)

for all u, v ∈ V̂ .
To select the set of heavy edges Ê, we sort all the edges by their demand in descending

order, and select a prefix of this list so that when the approximation algorithm for bounded
network design with Steiner nodes is applied to the instance Ĝ = (V̂ , Ê) with degree bound d1,
the resulting host graph has at most n nodes in total. We can then overlay this solution on V by
identifying the Steiner nodes with nodes in V \ V̂ in an arbitrary way.

Concrete bounds for the length of the selected prefix can be derived from the analysis of the
approximation algorithm, but we found that in practice the best solution is to use binary search
and to run the approximation algorithm to exactly compute the size of the host graph for any
given prefix of the edge list. This adds an O(log n) factor to the running time, but this did not
cause relevant slow-down in the experiments.

Light edges. To cover the light edges, we can use any universal solution that guarantees an
optimal girth of Θ(logd2 n). The simplest option is to use an arbitrary (d2 − 1)-ary tree of height
at most logd2−1 n+ 1 spanning V , and add it to the output graph. However, we found that in
practice a random d2-regular graph is a better solution – note that random regular graphs are
known to be good expanders.

One may notice that the graph resulting from the Steiner Node Insertion algorithm on
the heavy edges may also have many vertices with degree less than d1. In this case it would be
more beneficial to randomly insert edges into this graph as long as the maximum degree is less
than ∆, instead of overlaying a graph with maximum degree d2, as this might allow for more
edges to be inserted.

5.4 Miscellaneous fixed degree heuristics

We are not aware of any heuristics in the literature that efficiently solve the Bounded Network
Design problem for arbitrary ∆. Here we propose multiple simple heuristics to which we will
ultimately compare the fixed degree heuristic in Section 5.3 to in the experiments in Section 6.

Random tree. A simple approach is to simply generate a random (∆ − 1)-ary tree, by for
example randomly permuting the vertices of the demand graph and building the tree layer by
layer. This is very quick to compute, but clearly it is oblivious to the actual demand graph. What
is more the leaves of the tree are poorly utilized since they have degree 1 and could therefore be
incident to many more edges. The leaves of the tree make up the majority of vertices if the tree
is full.

Random graph. A desirable property of a DAN algorithm would be to output a graph in
which all vertices have degree exactly ∆, that is, a regular graph. This way the expected path
length cannot be improved by adding more edges. For generating random ∆-regular graphs the
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the approach by Kim and Vu [26] is commonly used. It generates asymptotically uniform regular
graphs for ∆ ∈ O(n1/3−ϵ) in O(n∆2) time. Of course, a necessary condition for a ∆-regular
graph on n vertices to exist is that n∆ is even, which in our case may not be guaranteed.

The algorithm by Kim and Vu [26], in much simplification, iteratively adds random edges
to an empty graph until every vertex has degree ∆. This may fail even if n∆ is even, and then
the algorithm is restarted. Since in general n∆ may not be even and a regular graph is not
guaranteed to exist, we propose to simply run the algorithm by Kim and Vu [26] and if it fails to
produce a ∆-regular graph to then simply output the graph it has computed until the point where
the algorithm fails. Such a graph is maximal in the sense that no further edges can be added
without creating vertices with degree greater than ∆ and should therefore be nearly regular.

A downside to this approach is that, similar to the random tree heuristic, it is oblivious to
the demand graph, and furthermore may not even return a connected graph. In the case that
the returned graph is not connected one may want to sample a different random graph.

Greedy edge selection. Another possible approach is to start with an empty graph and
iteratively add the highest weight edges from the demand graph as long as it does not increase
the degree of a vertex above ∆. This way we focus on the heaviest edges first which have a big
impact on the expected path length. However, there is no guarantee that the graph constructed
in this way will be connected. Consider for example a graph which consists of a clique on 100
vertices and one other vertex which is connected to one vertex of the clique. The edges in the
clique have higher weight than the single edge outside the clique. If ∆ < 100 then the algorithm
will first pick edges of the clique and will then be unable to add the smallest weight edge which
is the edge that connects the single vertex outside the clique. In this case the expected path
length will be infinite.

Greedy edge deletion. To avoid the above problem of the greedy edge selection heuristic one
may also iteratively delete edges from the graph if it is incident to vertices with degree greater
than ∆, starting with the lowest weight edges, but not deleting an edge if it would disconnect the
graph. This way we focus on connectivity of the resulting graph, as well as keeping many high
weight edges in the graph, which have a big impact on the expected path length. Unfortunately,
this approach can also fail. Consider for example a star with ∆+ 1 leaves. The algorithm will be
unable to delete any edge without disconnecting the graph, but the maximum degree is ∆+ 1.

Note that this algorithm has O(m2) worst case running time assuming m > n, since checking
if deleting an edge disconnects the graph takes O(m) time. In practise this can be sped up
significantly by maintaining a spanning tree of the graph and whenever we try to delete an
edge that is not in the spanning tree we know that the connectivity of the graph is unaffected.
Whenever an edge from the spanning tree is deleted and it does not disconnect the graph then
the spanning tree can be patched using a single edge from the graph. Finding such an edge is
often significantly faster than O(m).

Hybrid edge deletion. The greedy edge deletion approach is able to delete edges without
disconnecting the graph, but it may not be able to obtain the desired maximum degree as
described above. To alleviate this we propose to simply run the Fixed-degree heuristic on the
graph produced by the greedy edge deletion heuristic after normalizing the edge weights so that
they sum to one.

6 Empirical Evaluation

In this section we complement our theoretical insights with empirical evaluations using datacenter
traces.
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Table 1: Overview of the algorithms used in the experiments. The Steiner nodes column refers to
whether an algorithm solves the bounded network design problem with or without Steiner nodes.

Name Shorthand Ref. Steiner nodes ∆ as input

Steiner Node Insertion SNI Section 4 yes yes
Demand Balancing DB Section 5.1 no no

Threshold Balancing TB Section 5.2 no no
Split&Join S&J Split&Join [30] no no

Helper Help Theorem 4 [7] no no
Fixed-degree Fixed-deg. Section 5.3 no yes
Random Tree Rnd. Tree Section 5.4 no yes
Random Graph Rnd. Graph Section 5.4 no yes

Greedy Edge Deletion GED Section 5.4 no yes
Greedy Edge Selection GES Section 5.4 no yes
Hybrid Edge Deletion HED Section 5.4 no yes

6.1 Methodology

All presented algorithms in this paper were implemented and used in the experiments. Further-
more, we provide comparisons to other methods such as the algorithm for sparse distributions
from Theorem 4 by Avin et al. [7]1, which we will refer to as the Helper algorithm, and a
k-root graph approach by Peres and Avin [30], where k = log∆(D) which we will refer to as
the Split&Join algorithm. For a full overview of the algorithms used in the experiments see
Table 1.

We note that for the Hybrid Edge Deletion algorithm we have substituted the Fixed-
degree heuristic for a slightly more unsafe version that may produce a disconnected graph,
which however never happened in the experiments. This version gives the entire maximum degree
to the Steiner Node Insertion and uses a modified Huffman tree in which the root is allowed
to have one additional child (since the root does not have a parent and thus lower degree). This
has the benefit that if the Greedy Edge Deletion heuristic already computes a graph with
maximum degree ∆ then the Steiner Node Insertion will simply output an unmodified
graph. For the Fixed-degree heuristic we also use the improved second step in which edges
are randomly inserted whenever it does not increase the maximum degree over ∆, instead of
overlaying a random graph with some maximum degree d2.

Our implementation was written in C++ and compiled using g++ 12.2.1 with the -O3
optimization flag. All experiments were run on an AMD Ryzen 5 3600 CPU on a system with
the Linux 6.2 kernel. The computation time for the expected path length was not included in
any running time measurements as it often vastly exceeded the running time of all algorithms
discussed in this paper. Furthermore, we note that the trick of maintaining a spanning tree in
the Greedy Edge Deletion heuristic reduced the running time from over a day for some
instances to at most a few minutes.

Dataset. For the experiments we use the datacenter trace collection from Avin et al. [5]. These
traces contain temporal data, specifically source, destination and timestamps of communicating
nodes. To adapt these traces to our demand graph input format, we create and edge between
two communicating nodes and set its weight equal to number of times the nodes communicated.
The weights are normalized so that they can be interpreted as probabilities. In Table 2 some

1The original algorithm is formulated for directed input graphs, whereas we assume the input to be undirected.
We split an undirected edge u, v into two directed edges (u, v), (v, u) each receiving half of the undirected edge’s
probability.
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Table 2: Properties of demand graphs in the datacenter trace collection from Avin et al. [5].
The table summarizes the number of nodes, edges, minimum degree, average degree, maximum
degree, entropy and conditional entropy of the demand graphs. For the entropy calculations the
base-2 logarithm was used.

Trace n m δ ∆avg ∆ entropy cond. entropy

fb-cluster-rack-A 13,733 496,624 1 72.33 7,272 16.97 7.98
fb-cluster-rack-B 18,897 1,777,559 1 188.13 11,932 16.23 7.66
fb-cluster-rack-C 27,358 2,326,086 1 170.05 25,224 18 8.91
hpc-cesar-mocfe 1,024 3,808 2 7.44 21 12.81 3.28

hpc-cesar-nekbone 1,024 15,115 16 29.52 36 14.43 4.48
hpc-boxlib-cns 1,024 37,982 55 74.18 1,023 16.19 6.21

hpc-boxlib-multigrid 1,024 10,620 7 20.74 26 14.37 4.43
p-fabric-trace-0-1 148 10,300 1 139.19 144 13.03 5.88
p-fabric-trace-0-5 144 10,296 143 143 143 13.03 5.87
p-fabric-trace-0-8 144 10,296 143 143 143 13.22 6.06

selected parameters of these instances are summarized.

6.2 Results

We divide the results of the experiments into three groups, based on the algorithms which they
involve, similar to the grouping in Table 1.

Sparse heuristics. We first focus our attention on the bounded network design heuristics for
which the maximum degree is a function of the input demand graph and cannot be specified
by the user. These are the Split&Join, Helper, Demand Balancing, and Threshold
Balancing heuristics. In Table 3 properties of the resulting host graphs computed by these
algorithms on our network trace dataset are presented. Several observations can be made. The
Helper heuristic appeared to have the highest expected path length and second largest maximum
degree compared to the other three approaches. In contrast, the Demand Balancing heuristic
achieved the lowest expected path length while also having the second lowest maximum degree,
except for two demand graphs. For four of the ten demand graphs the expected path lengths for
the Demand Balancing and Split&Join heuristics were almost a third of the expected path
length of the Helper heuristic. The Split&Join heuristic achieved a low expected path length,
but at the cost of having a comparatively large maximum degree, almost double that of the
Demand Balancing heuristic for three demand graphs. The Demand Balancing heuristic
had generally the lowest expected path length and the second smallest maximum degree, whereas
Threshold Balancing had generally the smallest maximum degree and the second smallest
expected path length. From this it can be seen that there is no clear best heuristic among the
four considered algorithms. A trade-off has to be made between the expected path length and
the maximum degree. Since in practise the maximum degree will often be limited by hardware,
one might want to consider using the Threshold Balancing as the resulting demand-aware
networks had less than half of the maximum degree compared to the other heuristics, which
also means it had a maximum degree of less than 2∆avg(D), where D is the demand graph.
Additionally, the expected path length of Threshold Balancing is not much worse than that
of Demand Balancing.

Curiously, for three instances the Split&Join heuristic computed a demand-aware network
with a maximum degree equal or greater than the maximum degree in the demand graph, with
an expected path length greater than one. In this case, it would have been possible to simply
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Table 3: Properties of the host graphs computed by the Split&Join, Helper, Demand
Balancing (DB), and Threshold Balancing (TB) heuristics. We denote by ∆ the maximum
degree in the host graph and by EPL its expected path length. For each trace we highlight in
gray the lowest maximum degree and in yellow the lowest expected path length, unless there is a
tie.

Split&Join Helper DB TB
Trace ∆ EPL ∆ EPL ∆ EPL ∆ EPL

fb-cluster-rack-A 507 1.33 399 3.26 290 1.31 123 1.54
fb-cluster-rack-B 1,305 1.06 855 4.25 754 1.05 297 1.12
fb-cluster-rack-C 1,460 1.14 870 3.51 683 1.08 267 1.54
hpc-cesar-mocfe 21 1.33 18 2.87 21 1.0 11 1.5

hpc-cesar-nekbone 39 1.07 36 1 36 1 36 1
hpc-boxlib-cns 157 1.11 102 1.04 293 1.01 115 1.01

hpc-boxlib-multigrid 31 1.12 26 1 26 1 26 1
p-fabric-trace-0-1 143 1.01 144 1 144 1 144 1
p-fabric-trace-0-5 143 1.01 143 1 143 1 143 1
p-fabric-trace-0-8 143 1.01 143 1 143 1 143 1

output the edges of the demand graph and achieve an expected path length of exactly one.

Fixed degree heuristics. In the above we have described the computational results for the
heuristics is that the maximum degree is determined by the demand graph, and cannot be
freely chosen. We next compare different heuristics for which the maximum degree is an input
parameter. In Figure 2 the average expected path length over our whole dataset is plotted against
the maximum degree desired for different heuristics. It is apparent that the two heuristics that
are oblivious to the demand graph, namely the Random Tree and Random Graph heuristics
have the worst expected path length, which was expected. The Hybrid Edge Deletion and
Fixed-degree heuristics appear to work equally well, with the Hybrid Edge Deletion
producing a slightly better output for small ∆, and slightly worse for bigger ∆.

Recall, that the fixed-degree heuristic is in fact a combination of two heuristics: a random
graph based heuristic and one based on the Steiner Node Insertion algorithm. The maximum
degree of the fixed-degree heuristic can be almost freely distributed among the two sub-heuristics.
In initial experiments we investigated ways to split the degree that results in the lowest expected
path length. There are three main ways: giving most of the degree to the Steiner Node
Insertion heuristics, or giving most of the maximum degree to the Random Graph, or splitting
it evenly.

In our testing, giving the regular graph subheuristic a maximum degree of 3 and the remainder
to the Steiner node based subheuristic appeared to provide the best results. This is also apparent
from Figure 2; the Random Graph heuristics has a higher expected path length than the
Fixed-degree heuristic with the configuration where the Steiner Node Insertion algorithm
gets most of the maximum degree. Therefore giving most of the maximum degree to the Steiner
Node Insertion heuristic is more beneficial for the expected path length.

Unsurprisingly, the Random Tree heuristic is significantly worse than for example the
Random Graph heuristic. The randomly constructed (∆− 1)-ary tree has many leaves which
by definition have a degree of one, and are thus poorly utilized as more edges could be inserted
into the graph to improve the expected path length.

In Table 4 we present results from Figure 2 for the case ∆ = 32 in more detail, and also include
some results for heuristics which failed do solve some instances. For the facebook instances the
Fixed-degree heuristic has the lowest expected path length. For some demands the heuristics
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Figure 2: Average expected path length over the whole datacenter trace dataset depending on
the maximum desired degree ∆. The results for the Random Tree, Random Graph, Hybrid
Edge Deletion, and Fixed-degree heuristics are depicted. Not depicted are the results for
the Greedy Edge Deletion and Greedy Edge Selection heuristics as these sometimes
failed. As some heuristics are randomized, each heuristic was ran 10 times on each input and its
average expected path length was taken.

achieve an expected path length of almost one, whereas the Random Graph and Tree heuristics
have at least double the expected path length, which is not surprising as these two heuristics
are oblivious to the input. The Greedy Edge Deletion and Greedy Edge Selection
fail on the facebook instances. Upon closer analysis of the structure of the facebook instances
the reason becomes apparent. All three instances contain a central core of about 2% of total
vertices which almost form a clique. All remaining vertices are only connected to this core and do
not communicate with each other. The edges within the core have a significantly higher weight
compared to the edges outside of the core. The Greedy Edge Selection will then simply
take edges within the core first and be then unable to take edges connecting the other vertices,
making the graph disconnected. The Greedy Edge Deletion heuristic fails as sometimes
some vertices in the core have many degree-1 vertices adjacent to it, making it impossible to
lower the maximum degree without disconnecting the graph. Note that whenever the Greedy
Edge Deletion heuristic solves an instance then the expected path length is equal to that of
the Hybrid Edge Deletion heuristic, which is by design (recall the modification from the
start of this Section).

Steiner nodes. Our last experiments involve the Steiner Node Insertion algorithm. In
Table 5 we also present computation results for the algorithm. Recall, that the Steiner Node
Insertion algorithm is allowed to use additional nodes (Steiner nodes) that are not present
in the demand graph. For a relatively low maximum degree of eight the number of new nodes
used by the algorithm is sometimes even greater than 30n. As the maximum degree increases,
the expected path length decreases and so does the number of used Steiner nodes. For some
traces the number of Steiner nodes remains quite high. For example, for ∆ = 64 on the second
facebook trace the algorithm used 2.7n Steiner nodes.

Furthermore, in Figure 3 we compare the Steiner Node Insertion algorithm to the
Fixed-degree heuristic which utilizes the Steiner Node Insertion algorithm, but does not
use Steiner nodes, that is it computes a host graph with the same vertex set as the demand
graph. It can be observed that the Steiner Node Insertion algorithm achieves a slightly lower
expected path length on average, but as can be seen in Table 5 this is at the cost of utilizing
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Table 4: Table summarizing the expected path length of the host graphs computed by the
Fixed-degree, Random Tree, Random Graph, Greedy Edge Deletion, Greedy Edge
Selection, and Hybrid Edge Deletion heuristics for ∆ = 32. We denote by EPL the
expected path length. If an algorithm failed on some instance then it is replaced with a "—"
symbol. For each trace we highlight in bold the lowest expected path length, unless there is a tie.

Trace Fixed-deg. HED Rnd. Graph Rnd. Tree GED GES

fb-cluster-rack-A 2.6 2.94 3.02 5.72 — —
fb-cluster-rack-B 2.48 3.09 3.13 5.78 — —
fb-cluster-rack-C 2.69 3.16 3.28 5.86 — —
hpc-cesar-mocfe 1 1 2.32 3.87 1 1

hpc-cesar-nekbone 1.01 1 2.32 3.87 1 1
hpc-boxlib-cns 2.2 1.88 2.33 3.87 1.88 1.85

hpc-boxlib-multigrid 1 1 2.32 3.87 1 1
p-fabric-trace-0-1 1.37 1.29 1.78 3.22 1.29 —
p-fabric-trace-0-5 1.41 1.28 1.77 3.21 1.28 1.27

Table 5: Expected path length in the resulting host graphs computed by the Steiner Node
Insertion algorithm for different maximum degree bounds. We denote by n′ the number of
nodes in the host graph and by n the number of nodes in the demand graph.

∆ = 8 ∆ = 16 ∆ = 32 ∆ = 64
Trace n′/n EPL n′/n EPL n′/n EPL n′/n EPL

fb-cluster-rack-A 12.5 4.85 5.8 3.31 3.1 2.55 2 1.87
fb-cluster-rack-B 31.7 4.51 14 3.17 6.9 2.45 3.7 1.96
fb-cluster-rack-C 28.6 5.42 12.4 3.8 6 2.68 3.3 2.23
hpc-cesar-mocfe 1.5 1.77 1.2 1.18 1 1 1 1

hpc-cesar-nekbone 5.2 2.57 2.5 1.67 1.5 1 1 1
hpc-boxlib-cns 12.6 3.72 5.7 2.52 3 1.92 1.9 1.27

hpc-boxlib-multigrid 3.9 2.48 1.9 1.64 1 1 1 1
p-fabric-trace-0-1 23.4 3.18 10.7 1.97 4.9 1.33 2.9 1.08
p-fabric-trace-0-5 24 3.17 11 1.97 5 1.33 3 1.08
p-fabric-trace-0-8 24 3.27 11 2.1 5 1.39 3 1.11

many Steiner nodes. The Fixed-degree does not utilize Steiner nodes, but the expected path
length is marginally larger. Recall that the Fixed-degree utilizes two heuristics and in the
last part a random graph is overlaid to fill any gaps due to nodes with degree less than ∆. This
overlaid random graph is not present in the Steiner Node Insertion algorithm.

Running times. Finally, we remark that the running times of all algorithms mentioned in this
paper on the dataset were quite similar. Most algorithms needed 5–20 seconds for the facebook
instances and at most 0.01s for the remaining ones. Only the Greedy Edge Deletion and
Hybrid Edge Deletion heuristics had a relatively large running time of up to a few minutes
on the facebook traces.
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Figure 3: Average expected path length over the whole datacenter trace dataset depending on the
maximum desired degree ∆. The results for the Steiner Node Insertion and Fixed-degree
heuristics are depicted.

7 Conclusion

This paper presented new approaches to designing bounded-degree demand-aware networks,
leading to improved approximation algorithms for variants of the problem. We also reported
on efficient implementations of our algorithms and presented various hardness results and lower
bounds. In particular, we highlight our fixed-degree heuristic as a practical algorithm for bounded-
degree network design problem; it is guaranteed to respect the given degree bound regardless
of the demand distribution and, in experiments, achieves expected paths lengths close to a
constant-factor approximation on real-world instances.

Our work leaves open several interesting directions for future research. In particular, it will
be interesting to explore the tradeoff between approximation quality and resource augmentation.
More generally, it remains open whether a constant-factor approximation algorithm exists for
bounded-degree network design without the use of Steiner nodes.
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A Hardness of bounded-degree network design

Decision version of bounded-degree network design. In this section, we show that the
decision versions of bounded-degree network design, with or without Steiner nodes, is NP-complete
for any fixed degree bound ∆ ≥ 2. Formally, the decision version bounded of bounded-degree
network design is defined as follows – note that we consider an integer-weighted version of the
problem to sidestep considerations regarding encoding of small fractional number:

Instance: A set V with |V | = n, a weight function w :
(
V
2

)
→ N, positive integers ∆ and K.

Question: Is the a graph G = (V,E) such that maximum degree of G is at most ∆ and∑
{u,v}∈(V2)

w({u, v})dG(u, v) ≤ K ,

where dG(u, v) denotes the distance between u and v in G.

The decision version of bounded-degree network design with Steiner nodes is defined analo-
gously:

Instance: A set V with |V | = n, a weight function w :
(
V
2

)
→ N, positive integers ∆ and K.

Question: Is there a graph G = (V ′, E) such that V ⊆ V ′, the maximum degree of G is at most
∆, and ∑

{u,v}∈(V2)

w({u, v})dG(u, v) ≤ K ,

where dG(u, v) denotes the distance between u and v in G?

While it is immediately clear that bounded-degree network design without Steiner nodes is in
NP, it is not a priori clear that the version with Steiner nodes always has optimal host graphs of
polynomial size. However, not surprisingly this is indeed the case:

Lemma 10. For any instance of bounded-degree network design problem with Steiner nodes,
there is a solution with optimal effective path length and at most a polynomial number of Steiner
nodes.

Proof. For ∆ = 2, one can immediately observe that there is a solution with optimal effective
path length without Steiner nodes, as we can replace any degree-2 Steiner node with an edge.
Thus, assume ∆ ≥ 3 and let G = (V ∪ U,E) be a host graph with optimal effective path length
for an instance of bounded-degree network design with Steiner nodes. Moreover, assume that G
is minimal in the sense that any proper subgraph of G has larger effective path length.

Let u, v ∈ V be arbitrary pair of nodes with non-zero demand between them and distance
ℓ ≥ 4 in G, and consider the shortest path P = (u, v1, v2, . . . , vl−1, v) between u and v in G. Let
s, t ∈ V be an another pair of nodes with non-zero demand between them, possibly including
either u or v but not both. We say that an edge e with exactly one endpoint on P is critical for
s and t if removing it from G would increase the distance between s and t.

Consider a shortest path P ′ = (s = u0, u1, u2, . . . , uk−1, uk = t) between s and t that intersects
with P , and let ui and uj be the first and the last node on P ′ that is also on P , respectively. As
both P and P ′ are shortest paths, the distance between ui and uj must be the same along P
and P ′. It follows that only {ui−1, ui} and {uj , uj+1} can be critical for s and t, if they exist.
Moreover, a critical edge must be on all shortest paths between s and t, so there can be at most
two critical edges for s and t.

Now consider an arbitrary edge e ∈ E with exactly one endpoint on P . By minimality of G,
deleting e would increase the distance between some pair {s, t} ⊆ V ; thus, edge e is critical for
some s and t. By choice of e, it follows that all edges with exactly one endpoint on G are critical
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for some s and t. By above argument, there are at most 2
(
n
2

)
≤ n2 critical edges, and thus at

most that many edges with exactly one endpoint on P .
Assume for the sake of contradiction that ℓ ≥ n2 + 3. Since there are at most n2 edges with

exactly one endpoint on P , there exist two non-adjacent nodes on P that have degree less than
∆. Adding an edge between these two nodes to G would decrease the effective path length, which
contradicts the optimality of G. Moreover, since u and v were chosen arbitrarily, it holds that
for all pairs u, v ∈ V with non-zero demand the distance between u and v in G is O(n2). By
minimality of G, it follows that G has at most O(n4) nodes.

NP-completeness for ∆ = 2. For degree bound ∆ = 2 one can easily observe that, for
both versions of the bounded-degree network problem, there is an optimal host graph that is
a collection of cycles. Moreover, it is clear that Steiner nodes cannot improve the solution for
∆ = 2.

Avin et al. [7] have noted that for connected demand graphs, the bounded-degree network
design problem for ∆ = 2 is very close to minimum linear arrangement. More precisely, we can
reduce from the undirected circular arrangement problem, known to be NP-complete [27], to
prove that bounded-degree network design problems are NP-complete:

Instance: Graph G = (V,E) with |V | = n, a weight function w : E → N, a positive integer K.
Question: Is there a bijection f : V → {1, 2, . . . , n} such that∑

e∈E
w(e)h(e) ≤ K ,

where h({u, v}) = min
(
f(u)− f(v) mod n, f(v)− f(u) mod n) .

The circular arrangement problem can be seen as an instance of bounded-degree network
design where the host graph is required to be a cycle. In particular, circular arrangement is
equivalent to bounded-degree network design with ∆ = 2 on connected instances, as in that case
the host graph is also required to be connected – i.e., a path or a cycle. Thus, the NP-completeness
for both versions of bounded-degree network design follows from the following observation:

Lemma 11. Undirected circular arrangement problem is NP-complete when restricted to connected
graphs.

Proof. Membership in NP is trivial. For NP-hardness, we reduce from undirected circular
arrangement on general inputs.

Let G = (V,E), w and K be an instance of undirected circular arrangement. We construct a
new instance by letting G′ = (V,E′) be a complete graph on V , and define the new edge weight
function w′ as

w′(e) =

{
n3w(e) if e ∈ E, and
1 if e /∈ E.

Finally, we set K ′ = n3(K + 1)− 1. Clearly G′ is a connected graph.
First consider the case where G is a yes-instance, and let f be a solution satisfying∑

e∈E w(e)h(e) ≤ K. Using f as a solution for G′ and summing over the edges in E, we
have that

∑
e∈E w′(e)h(e) ≤ n3K. For edges not in E, we have

∑
e/∈E

w′(e)h(e) ≤
(
n

2

)
n < n3 .

Thus, ∑
e∈E′

w′(e)h(e) =
∑
e∈E

w′(e)h(e) +
∑
e∈E′

w′(e)h(e) < n3K + n3 ,
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which is at most n3(K + 1)− 1 as the value of the sum is an integer. Hence, G′ is a yes-instance.
For the other direction, assume that G′ a yes-instance, and let f be a solution satisfying∑

e∈E′ w′(e)h(e) ≤ K ′. This implies that∑
e∈E

w′(e)h(e) ≤ K ′ = n3(K + 1)− 1 .

Since all edge weights w′(e) for e ∈ E are divisible by n3, the value of
∑

e∈E w′(e)h(e) is also
divisible by n3. This combined with above inequality implies∑

e∈E
n3w(e)h(e) ≤ n3K ,

and thus we have ∑
e∈E

w(e)h(e) ≤ K .

Hence, G is a yes-instance.

NP-completeness for ∆ ≥ 3. We prove NP-hardness for both variants of the bounded-degree
network design problem. There are two main tricks we utilize in this proof, which we explain
before proceeding with the proof proper.

First is the observation that when we construct instances for these problems, we can force
any optimal host graph to have some specific edge {u, v} we desire by giving this pair a large
demand p({u, v}) = W . If we then have k edges we want to force, we can set the cost threshold
of the instance to be between kW and kW − 1, so that any valid host graph will necessarily
include all of these edges.

The second trick is used to ensure that nodes in our gadget constructions have the desired
degrees. We use the following simple lemma:

Lemma 12. Let d ≥ 3 be an odd integer. There is a graph Hd = (V,E) such that |V | = d+ 2,
one node in Hd has degree d− 1, and all other nodes in Hd have degree d.

Proof. We start from a (d + 1)-clique Kd+1, and then remove an arbitrary matching of size
(d − 1)/2. The resulting graph has d − 1 nodes of degree d − 1, and 2 nodes of degree d. We
then add a new node and connect it with an edge to all the nodes of degree d− 1. The resulting
graph clearly has the claimed properties.

We use Lemma 12 to do what we will henceforth call attaching a degree-blocking gadget : given
a graph of odd maximum degree ∆, some value d ≤ ∆, and a node v with degree deg(v) < d, we
turn v into a degree-d node by adding d− deg(v) copies of H∆ to the graph, and adding an edge
between v and degree-(∆− 1) node in each copy of H∆. Clearly then v will have degree d, and
each added node will have degree exactly ∆.

We now proceed to the main proof. For simplicity, we start with the case of odd maximum
degree ∆.

Theorem 13. Bounded-degree network design and bounded-degree network design with Steiner
nodes are NP-hard for any odd ∆ ≥ 3.

Proof. We reduce from vertex cover on 3-regular graphs; recall that the problem is known to
remain NP-complete even with the degree restriction [16, 17]. More precisely, we will give a
reduction that has the additional property that the resulting instance is a yes-instance without
Steiner nodes if and only if it is a yes-instance with Steiner nodes, thus proving NP-hardness for
both variants of the problem.
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Let (V,E, k) be an instance of vertex cover (in its decision form, where we ask if there
is a vertex cover of size k). We first define the various gadget graphs we will use in the the
construction.

Selector gadget. Let b = 2⌈log2 k⌉ be the smallest power of two larger than k. To construct
the selector gadget, we start with a complete binary tree with b leaves and root node r. We
arbitrarily select k leaves as the selector nodes s1, s2, . . . , sk, and attach ∆− 2 degree-blocking
gadgets H∆ to each si. We also attach ∆ − 2 degree-blocking gadgets H∆ to the root r, and
∆− 1 degree-blocking gadgets to the remaining leaves. One can now verify that each selector
node has degree ∆− 1, and the remaining nodes in the selector gadget have degree ∆.

Vertex gadgets. For each vertex v ∈ V in the vertex cover instance, we construct a vertex
gadget as follows – recall that by assumption v has degree 3. We take a complete binary tree
with 4 leaves, denoting the root of the tree by rv. We identify 3 of the leaves as terminal nodes te
for edges e incident to node v. Finally, we attach ∆− 3 degree-blocking gadgets H∆ to the root
rv, as well as ∆− 2 degree-blocking gadget to each terminal node and ∆− 1 degree-blocking
gadgets to the remaining leaf.

Finally, we combine the vertex gadgets for all vertices in V by identifying two terminal
nodes for edge e = {u, v} in the vertex gadgets of u and v, as well as merging the respective
degree-blocking gadgets into one. We can now observe that in the graph formed by the combined
vertex gadget, the root nodes rv for v ∈ V have degree ∆− 1, and all other nodes have degree ∆.

Instance construction. We now construct an instance (V ′, w,K) of bounded-degree network
design with Steiner nodes as follows. Let V ′ be the set of nodes in the selector gadget and
the combined vertex gadgets as constructed above. For any edge {u, v} ⊆ V ′ in the gadget
constructions, we set the demand w({u, v}) to be W = |E|(log2 b + 3) + 1. For each edge
e ∈ E in the vertex cover instance, we add demand w({r, te}) = 1 between the root of the
selector gadget and the terminal node for e. For all other pairs, we set the demand to 0.
Finally, we set the effective path length threshold for the bounded network design instance to be
K = MW + |E|(log2 b+ 3), where M is the total number of edges in the gadgets.

Correctness. Now assume that (V,E, k) is a yes-instance of vertex cover, and let C =
{v1, v2, . . . , vk} ⊆ V be a vertex cover. Let G′ = (V ′, E′) be a host graph for instance (V ′, w,K)
obtained by taking all the gadget edges and edges {si, rvi} for i = 1, 2, . . . , k. The demands
for the gadget edges are satisfied by G′ with direct edges, contributing a total of MW to the
effective path length. Now consider an arbitrary edge e ∈ E and a demand between r and te.
Since C is a vertex cover, there is a vertex vi ∈ C ∩ e such that the edge {si, rvi} belongs to E′.
Thus there is a path from r to te in G′ that starts from r and travels along the selector gadget
to si, crosses the edge {si, rvi} and travels from rvi to te along the vertex gadget for vi. This
path has length log2 b+ 3. Since e was selected arbitrarily and C is a vertex cover, this holds for
all edges e ∈ E. Therefore the total effective path length is MW + |E|(log2 b+ 3) = K, that is,
(V ′, w,K) is a yes-instance.

For the other direction, assume that (V ′, w,K) is a yes-instance, and let G′ = (V ′ ∪ U,E′)
be a host graph with effective path length at most K. First, we observe that G′ must include
all gadget edges, as otherwise the effective path length from the corresponding demands is at
least (M + 1)W > K. Now consider the path between r and te for an arbitrary e ∈ E. Since all
gadget edges are included in G′, this path must exit the selector gadget via an edge connected to
one of the selector nodes si, as all other nodes in the selector gadget have degree ∆ from the
edges inside the gadget. By the same argument, the path must enter the vertex gadget via one
the nodes rv and travel via gadget edges to te. It follows that this path must have length at least
log2 b + 3. Thus, for the effective path length to be at most K = MW + |E|(log2 b + 3), the
distance between r and each te must be exactly log2 b+ 3.

We now observe that for an edge e = {u, v} ∈ E, by the same reasoning as above, the only
way for the path from r to te to be of length log2 b+3 is that the path travels from r to a selector
node si, then from si to either rv or ru by a direct edge, and then via the vertex gadget to te.
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Thus, for any edge e = {u, v} ∈ E, either {si, rv} or {si, ru} is in E′ for some i = 1, 2, . . . , k.
Thus, the set of vertices

C =
{
v ∈ V : {si, rv} ∈ E′ for some i = 1, 2, . . . , k

}
is a vertex cover of G, and since each si may only be incident to one non-gadget edge due to the
degree constraint, we have |C| ≤ k. Thus, (V,E, k) is a yes-instance of vertex cover.

We can now modify the above construction for even maximum degree as follows.

Theorem 14. Bounded-degree network design and bounded-degree network design with Steiner
nodes are NP-hard for any even ∆ ≥ 4.

Proof. Let ∆ ≥ 4 be fixed and even. We start by taking the reduction given by Theorem 13 for
∆− 1, and modify it as follows. Let N be the total number of nodes in the instance (V ′, w,K)
produced by the reduction, and let M be the number of forced edges in the gadgets, i.e., the
number of edges with demand W .

We now create the instance for degree ∆ by taking two disjoint copies of the node set and
demands of the degree-(∆ − 1) instance (V ′, w,K), and adding a demand W for each pair of
corresponding nodes from the two copies. All other demands for pairs from different copies is set
to 0. Finally, the effective path threshold is set to 2(MW +N) + 2|E|(log2 b+ 3).

If the vertex cover instance was a yes-instance, then the degree-∆ instance has a solution of
cost 2(MW + |E|(log2 b+3))+NW , obtained by taking the solution for degree-(∆− 1) instance
for both copies, and adding all the edges between corresponding nodes in the two copies. On the
other hand, if the degree-∆ instance is a yes-instance, then all high-weight edges between the two
copies must be included in the solution, using up one edge for each node in the instance. Each
copy of the degree-(∆− 1) instance must have effective path length of MW + |E|(log2 b+ 3) for
its internal demands, which by same argument as in the proof of Theorem 13 is only possible if
the original vertex cover instance is a yes-instance.

Putting together all the results from this section, we obtain Theorem 4.
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